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Dear Sir: 

This paper is in response to the first Office Action in the above-entitled apphcation, mailed 
December 24, 2002, and allowing one month for response. This response is timely because it is 
being filed within the one month period set for response. 

1 . The office action requires an election between claims in described group A (recited 
as figure 5), group B (recited as figure 6), and group C (recited as figure 7). 

The Applicant respectfully elects group A with traverse. The Applicant notes that 
claims 1-4 and 7-16 all are either generic or are readable upon the group A. The Applicant 
respectfully, however, notes that 37 CFR 1.141 provides that a reasonable number of species may 
be claimed in a single application (see MPEP 806.04(h)). The Applicant further notes that under 
MPEP 808.02, the Examiner, in order to establish reasons for insisting upon restriction, must show 
by appropriate explanation one of the following: 



^ 

Serial No. 10/ 161,238 



/ 

2 



01-565 (BOE 0309 RTR) 



(A) Separate classification thereof: The Applicant notes that the no explanation or 
argument has been provided to assert that each distinct subject has attained recognition in the art as 
a separate subject for inventive effort, and also a separate field of search. To the contrary, the 
Applicant notes that each of the species listed provides a similar function to the claimed 
inventiveness of the present invention and would not require a separate field of search. 

(B) A separate status in the art when they are classifiable together: Neither a separate 
status in the art, a separate field of search, or patents cited of evidence of this argument were 
provided by the office action as required under MPEP 808.02(B). Again to the contrary, the 
limitations claimed in claims 4,5, and 6 are clearly functioning within a single field of search or 
status in the art. 

(C) A different field of search: Where the classification is the same and the field of 
search is the same and there is no clear indication of separate future classification and field of 
search, no reasons exiost for dividing amoung related inventions according to MPEP 808.02(C). 
Therefore, the Applicant respectfully asserts that restriction in this case is improper. 



The Applicant would like to thank the Examiner for his assistance. In light of the above 
remarks, Applicant submits that the claims of the present application should be reviewed without 
restriction. 

Should the Examiner have any questions or comments that would place the application in 
better condition for allowance, the Examiner is respectfully requested to call the undersigned 
attorney. 



CONCLUSION 
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